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A Bu of the moſt alarming nature to 


private property; and of the moſt deſtruc- 
tive tendency to all future national im- 
provements under parliamentary authority, 


has been brought into the Houſe of Com- 


mons during the late ſeſſion, under the title 


of, A Bill for enlargingand extending the Baſon 


* or Dock of King ſton- upon Hull, d &c.— 
This bill has for its objects, to ſell lands 
belonging to the preſent Dock Company, to 
diſpoſe of the money contrary to their good- 
will and conſent, to impoſe reſtraints upon 


their profits and dividends, to reduce rates 


and duties ſolemnly granted to them by a 
recent” 
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recent act of Parliament, as conditions of 
undertaking and effecting one of the greateſt 
national improvements of the age, and to 


confiſcate all the preſent property and rights 
of the Dock Company. 


Theſe are ſtrange propoſitions to ſtand 
in the title of the bill, without the leaſt 
ſhadow of any charge of default commit- 
ted by the preſent Dock Company, con- 
trary to the terms ſtipulated for the pub- 
lic, by the act of Parliament, under which 
they have received their powers, privileges, 
property, and truſt, 


Surveyors on the part of Government, 
appointed by the Board of Cuſtoms to ſur- 
vey the public works of the Dock Com- 


pany, have reported that all their works 


are more complete and extenſive than 
thoſe directed to be done by the act of 
Parliament — their dock is larger, their 
quays are wider—the ſcite reſerved for 
a cuſtom houſe, the warehouſes for the re- 
ception of merchandiſe, the accommoda- 
tions for the revenue officers, are all more 
extenſive than ſtipulated in the act. The 
maſonry, the gates, the bridge, are all 
executed in the moſt workman-like man- 
ner, and at the moſt liberal coſt, without 
penury or profuſion. 


The 
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The proviſions made by the Dock Com- 


pany for occaſional repairs and cleanſing 


the baſon, and for affording every poſſible 


accommodation to merchandiſe and to the 
public revenue, have been moſt vigilantly 
performed ; and the whole proceedings of 
tie Dock Company from the commence- 
ment of the undertaking, have been moſt 
liberal in themſelves, and moſt beneficial 
to the public, 


The public ſpirit and exertions of the 


Dock Company, in compliance with the 


views of the Legiſlature, for the public 
ood, have been unexampled, and remain 


uurtwalled by any fimilar undertaking, 


The Parliament allowed them ſeven years 
to complete their warks; they completed 
them in four years; the public revenue 


and the private merchant reaped the profits 
of the remaining three years: and, ac- 


cording to theſe principles, the trade, the 


ſhipping of the port of Hull, together with 


the public revenue, have received the moſt 
expeditious, decided, and permanent im- 


provement. 


Such are the improvements actually and 
recently ſurveyed: ſuch are the merits 
and juſtification of the conduct of the 


Nock Company, reported by the Officers 
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of the Cuſtoms upon the moſt minute ex- 
amination. 


While this attack upon their property 
and public honour was depending in Parli— 
ament, the moſt unreſtrained inquiry was 
ſolicited by the Dock Company them- 
ſelves, in the face of their enemies, and 
in the public view of the whole town of 
Hull, and of the vicinage. The reſult of 
this inquiry has placed the Dock Company 
not only out of the reach of calumny, but 
in the higheſt point of honour, by prov- 
ing, that in this arduous undertakin 
* they have been actuated by very liberal 
* principles of accommodating the officery 
„ of the revenue and the public in gene- 
ral, and that they have made the Legal 
„Quay and Dock the moſt complete in 
<« this kingdom.“ Theſe are the honourable 
teſtimonials in favour of the Dock Com- 
pany of Hull, which have been certified 
through the means of the Board of Cuſ- 
toms, for the information of the Legiſla- 
ture, and for the ſatisfaction of the nation 
c 


* 


Theſe things then being ſo, what can 
have been the motives or principles of a 
general and indifcriminate attack upon all 
the property, rights, and privileges of the 

Dock Company. Thus is a queſtion of the 
Ws | utmoſt 
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ytmoſt alarm and importance to every pube 
lic and parliamentary undertaking, which 
either exiſts at preſent, or which may here- 


after be eſtabliſhed in the kingdom. 


From ſuch an example, if not reſiſted, 
the moſt arbitrary and unprincipled attack 
might be made upon any property in the 
kingdom. It is an event of the utmoſt pub- 
lic benefit, that the preſent attack has been 
effectually reſiſted, Had the Dock Com- 
pany been intimidated by the violence and 

recipitancy of the attack ; had their re- 
ee been inadequate to the prompt and 
vigorous defence of their rights; had the 
managing members of that community 

given themſelves up to remiſſnefs, igno - 
trance, or even to a tranſitory 1 inattention in 
the Company s affairs; had they not, in 
the intrepid conſciouſneſs of a juſt cauſe, 
diſdained to ſubmit the honour and faith 

of Parliament to menaces and to a diſgrace- 
ful compromiſe, ſuch puſillanimity would 
have betrayed the future cauſe of all pub- 
lic improvements derived from parliamen- 
tary ſanction. 


The principle adopted and avowed by 
theſe invaders of the rights granted to the 
Dock Company for valuable conſiderations, 
under the ſanction of Parliament, is to- 
uh ſubverſive of all * _ 

is 


C83 


This principle is, that notwithſtanding the 
moſt expreſs conditions of any act of Par- 
liament ſtipulated in reſpect to undertakers 
of turnpikes, bridges, drainages, naviga- 
tions, &c. the right ſtill remams with Par— 
liament to impoſe any ſubſequent condi- 
tions, at any period of time, as amend- 
ments or regulations, at the application of 
any future projectors, who ſhall repreſent 
to Parliament that it would be for the pub- 
lic good to confiſcate antecedent rights 
and properties, to ſell them, and to diſpoſe 
of 1 money proceeding from the ſale, 
without the conſent of the right owners, 
and to purpoſes totally deſtructive of their 
undertakings, 


This is preciſely a deſcription of the at- 
tack in queſtion, throughout the whole 
courſe of the propoſed bill: As an exam- 
ple, take one of the moſt notorious clauſes, 
The Dock Company, in the execution of 
their undertaking, were under a neceſſity 
of purchaſing fome lands contiguous to, 
the Dock for the purpoſe of depoliting the 
ſoil produced by the excavation of the 
baſon. When the works were completed 
for the public uſe, the land in queſtion 
remained the property of the Dock Com- 
pany, purchaſed by their own money, and 
diſpoſeable at their diſcretion, either by re- 
ſale and dividing the money, or for auy 

other 
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other beneficial purpoſe reſulting from the 
public improvements created by the Dock 

Company. What then is the clauſe of the 
propoſed bill on this head? The land is, 
in the firſt place, confiſcated for the im- 
mediate uſe of the invaders themſelves, 
to defray their own ** cofts and charges, and 
„ expences, in preparing, ſoliciting, and ob- 
de taining,” (it they could have obtained) 
this precedent of the arbitrary deſtruction, 
of private veſted property, and of public 
parliamentary faith. The ſubſequent ap- 
plications are of one texture with the whole 
' bill, and exhibit the rapacity and viſions of 
invading projectors. 


"Theſe projectors, in their firſt manifeſto 
at the opening of this attack, hold out and 
proclaim, that all men are bound to know 
that theſe are the laws of Parliament; if 
they are ſo, it is no longer the ſingle caſe 
of the Dock Company at Hull. The 
whole nation is involved in the iſſue. 
The Duke of Bridgewater is bound to 
know, that his princely exertions and ſtu- 
pendous atchievements for the ſervice of 
his country, are all liable to reviſions and 
reſumptions, at the application of any pro- 
jectors who may requeſt Parliament to in- 

terpoſe an arbitrary and capricious omni- 

potence of injuſtice, and to declare it an 
indiſpenſable act of public good to diſ- 

poſſets 
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polſ-ſs of his improved property the great 
and meritorious founder of national benefits, 
and out of the ſpoils to reward theſe ſpo- 
hators of private rights and public faith. — 
The ſubſcribers to the undertaking of join- 
ing the Severn and the Thames are bound 
to know, that whenever they may arrive 
at that point of completion in their public 
works, which, under the pledged faith of 
Parliament, may entitle them to the bene- 
ficial reward of their labours, they may 
find thoſe labours waſted upon a faithleſs 
public. Some projectors; under colour of 
enlarging and extending their navigation, 
may apply to Parliament to impoſe upon 
them a junction with the Tweed, or any 
ſuch chimæra; and in default of compli- 
ance, to confiſcate all their labours, rights, 
and properties, to the invaders. 


There is not an incorporated intereſt in 
the kingdom which may not be haraſſed 
by extravagant and piratical projectors, 
ſuing to Parliament for inquiſitorial letters 
of marque againſt them, upon the ſame. 
principle which 1s now contended for, and 
which has been levelled for the deſtruction 
of the Dock Company. 


The Corporation of the town of Hull, 

who have affixed the corporate ſeal to this 

unjuſt and unprovoked attack upon the 
| 5 Dock 
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Dock Company, and who are ſo ſtrenuous 
to eſtabliſh this new law of ulterior con- 
ditions and alterations, ſaid to be implied 
in all grants, notwithſtanding the moſt 
explicit faith of the Legiſlature, are bound 
to know the poſſible operation of ſuch a 
precedent upon their own rights — Their 
charter was granted to them by His Ma- 
jeſty's predeceſſors, Kings and Queens of 
England, for the improvements of the 
town — They have now under their cor- 
porate ſeal given ground, by parity of rea- 
ſoning, to every projector to ſue out a quo. 
warranto againſt them, and to make them 
enter the liſts with every invader and appel- 
lant who may contend that the transfer of 
their charter into the hands of new Com- 
miſſioners, may be a moſt beneficial altera- 
tion for the improvement of the town. 
they would be precluded the plea of having 
committed no default, becauſe they have 
joined in a conſpiracy againſt the Dock 
Company without charge of default. Then 
let them make this inference, not that 
this argument is levelled at their rights, 
but that they ought not wantonly to mo- 
leſt the rights of others. 


The Corporation of the Trinity Houſe, 
who have likewiſe put their corporate ſeal 
to the attack upon the Dock Company, are 
doubly bound to know that their own ex- 

| C ample, 
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ample, if urged to ſeverity, might with 
equal force recoil upon themſelves. The 
Trinity Houſe have received their charter 
for the benefit of ſhipping and navigation. 
The Dock Company have received their 
corporate rights upon the ſame terms. 
Thus far they are equal ; the two bodies 
have in ſome caſes ſeparate, and in others 
concurrent juriſdictions ; in all cafes they 
_ ought to unite for the benefit of ſhipping 
and navigation. If the Trinity Houle have 
failed, upon repeated ſolicitation, in giving 
aſſiſtance to the Dock Company, and have 
ſuffered the mud to warp up in the Old 
Harbour, which is the only acceſs for ſhips 
into the Dock; if they have allowed the 
Haven Maſter, who is an officer under 
their appointment, to reſiſt, and not to 
concur in, thoſe indiſpenſable expedients by 
which the Old Harbour can be kept to its 
full depth; and the New Baſon likewiſe 
to its neceſſary depth; by both of which 
the moſt ample and commodious ſituation 
may be provided for every ſhip that can 
enter into the port of Hull; if they have 
neglected theſe things, they are under de- 
fault. If then the new and facile law 
for which they contend, of vacating cor- 
porate rights, ſhould be eſtabliſhed, it is 
tull as competent to Parliament to trans fer 
the juriſdiction of the Trinity Houſe, over 
ſhipping and navigation, to the Dock Com- 


, 
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pany, as it can be to Parliament, to ſacrifice 


the Dock Company to the other two Cor- 
porations. 


The Dock Company have ever diſdained 
ſuch thoughts; the rights of the two Cor- 
porations were moſt ſcrupulouſly reſerved 
in the Dock Act of 1774; for which the 
Company have received this ungrateful 
return, a joint and unprovoked conſpiracy 
to their deſtruction, and the transfer of 
their property and rights by the propoſed 
bill, to theſe very corporations thus un- 
: gratefully conſpiring againſt them. 


It is the principle in the propoſed bill 
of attack upon the rights of the Dock 
Company which is inadmiſſible. The 
Company, from a ſenſe of juſtice and of 

the pernicious precedent of the cafe, ought 
not to deſcend into a defence in detail, un- 
leſs charged with crime or default, If the 
principle contended for by the invaders be 
defenſible, let it be brought forward upon 
its own baſis ; let one general act be paſſed 
by Parhament to explain and ee all 
parliamentary conditions, ſettled with ſub- 
{cribers undertaking public works, at their 
own private riſque, and upon terms which 
they all now conceive to be ſacred and in- 
Wala on the part of Parliament. 


„ Let 
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Let theſe projeQors petition Parliament 
for this preliminary act to clear their way 
to this, or any other invation of private 
rights, eſtabliſhed under grants from Par- 
lament. If Parliament will avow and 
ſupport the doctrine of diſcretionary re- 
ſumptions or alterations, &c., in favour 
of projectors, there will be an end of all 
future improvements reſulting from pri- 
vate induſtry, and there will be ſcope 
enough for the litigious malice of projec- 
tors throughout the kingdom by an uni- 
verſal civil war of conteſted, defended, and 
vacated rights. If Parliament ſhould re- 
fuſe and reject with indignation the ſug- 
geſtion of any ſuch explicit law, the doc- 
trine would be untenable, and therefore 
equally unjuſtifiable, as theft, midnight 
robberies, or any the moſt atrocious inva- 
ſion of peaceful ſociety. 


But it has been ſaid for the purpoſe of cre- 
ating an unfounded and unjuſtifiable odium 
againſt the Dock Company, that they ob- 
tained their privileges from Parliament by 
falſe pretences and erroneous eſtimates. 


The abſurdity of this charge is beyond 
belief: it is merely a charge of words 
without ſenſe, taken from the phraſe of 
law, „that the King has been deceived in 
his grant,” Such events have happened in 


days 
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davs of ignorance, when favourites ob- 
tained perſonal grants from Kings in ſe— 
creſy and darkneſs. In the caſe before us 
the King gave his previous conſent in Par- 
liament by his Miniſter. All eſtunates 
were ordered by Parliament, and made by 
the Board of Cuſtoms after public ſurveys, 
equally as well known to every branch of 
the Legiſlature, and to all the town and 
neighbourhood of Hull, as they were to 
thoſe gentlemen who afterwards became 
the Dock Company. The creation of 
ſome Dock Company had been for years 
in contemplation, and after many trials, it 
was not until the year 1774, that the turn 
of the ſcale was ſufficiently given, to in- 
duce ſubſcribers to venture upon an un- 
certain contingence. The bargain be- 
tween government and the ſubſcribers was 
negotiated between a grant of 10,0001. or 
20,0001. by Parliament; it was compro- 
miſed at 15,0001. There could not poſ- 
ſibly be ſecreſy or fraud in ſuch tranſac- 
tions; therefore this calumny muſt be 
circulated for ſome diſingenuous purpoſe. 
What right have theſe invaders of rights 
and properties to ſcatter promiſcuouſly 
their firebrands of calumny ? | 


If Parliament was deceived, it muſt have 
been by the influential Members of Par- 
liament, who were patrons of the mea- 

| ſure, 
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ſure. The foremoſt of theſe was a man of 
the pureſt and moſt diſintereſted virtue that 
ever appeared in public or 1n private life. 
The name and virtues of Sir George Savile 
require no other mark or token to point 
them out: he was the friend of his coun- 
try, and the patron of every national im- 
provement. The moſt important improve- 
ments of the commerce and navigation 
of this kingdom, lay within his peculiar 
department, as the vigilant and indefatiga- 
ble repreſentative of the county of Vork. 
Theſe were heaped upon the town of 
Hull, which is the naval and commercial 
key to the county of York. The naval 
and commercial works of the Dock Com- 
pany were brought into effect under his 
_ patronage. Let the Spurn lights likewiſe 
manifeſt his unceaſing and watchful zeal, 
to ſecure commercial property, and human 
life, from deſtruction, and the miſery of 
wrecks. He devoted, without reſerve, every 
exertion of his life, his labours, and his 
fortune ; he ſacrificed every perſonal con- 
fideration to his Country, to his County, 
and to the town of Hull —I ſhould ſay, 
one perſonal gratification alone excepted— 
the celeſtial gratification and reward of an 
honeſt heart, conſcious of acting with the 
moſt ſcrupulous and faithful zeal, in the 
diſcharge of thoſe public and private du- 
ties which were connected with his ſta- 


tion 
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tion and place in life. Shall the me- 
mory of this great and good man be in- 
ſulted, by implication, with the baſeſt 
and blackeſt imputation? Will the town 
of Hull ſuffer with complacency the 
moſt diſtant inſinuation that Sir George 
Savile was an accomplice and an agent in 
fraud? No! Let not that man ſet his 
foot within the county of York, or the 
city of York, or the town of Hull, or 
within any ſurrounding precinct, who can 
entertain a diſhonourable thought of Sir 
George Savile. His honour was untainted, 
| his love to his country was pure and 4 
intereſted, and public gratitude to his me- 
mory will be eternal. 


Then follow the bill to the Houſe of | 
Lords: Who was its patron there? The 
High Steward of Hull, the tutelat patron 
of their town. Shall I defend the Mar- 
quis of Rockingham from a baſe and de- 
{picable charge of fraud? No! ſuch a 
defence, or to ſuppoſe the neceſſity of it, 
would be as bale as the calumny itſelf. 
The very thought of any act of meanneſs 
was as abhorrent to his nature, as the com- 
miſſion of any ſuch act could have been 
diſgraceful to his elevated rank and ſtation 
in his country, His whole life was de- 
voted to the purſuits of honourable and 
public ambition: what he would have 

done, 
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done, had his life continued, is to be 
evinced by what he {trove to do, as long as 
life did continue—to maintain the dignity, 
the peace, and the proſperity of the united 
empire. His lite fell a facrifice, to an ar- 
dent and ſelf-conſuming anxicty for thoſe 
things, which, by his unfortunate fate, he 
was not permitted to effect. At that im- 
portant and exigent moment in which he 
breathed his laſt, it might not perhaps be 
too much to ſay, that the death of one 
man proved the diſſolution of an empire. 
Theſe few words may be thought ſuper- 
fluous, or irrelevant, to a collateral ſub- 
ject; but the name of Rockingham has 
called them forth. 8 


Who then are the perſons againſt whom 
this charge of intentional fraud is directed 
in the next degree. Look into the act of 
Parliament for the liſt of thoſe gentlemen 
upon whom the incorporation as a Dock 
Company devolved: Are the names of 
Sykes, Maiſter, Wilhamſon, Waller, 
Broadley, Hammond, &c. who ſtand fore- 
moſt in the hit, ſo little known, or ſo ill 
underſtood, as to be expoſed to the baſe 
unputation of conſpiring to deceive, by 
picking and ſtealing a few ſhillings per 
cent. upon a ſhare in the Dock Company 
of 500 l.? Is it not known that theſe gen- 
tlemen, and others recited in the act, took 

the 
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the burden of the ſubſcription upon them- 
ſelves, (one with another 10001. per man.) 
leſt a beneficial public work might languiſh 
and be defeated by poverty of ſpirit and 
timidity ? From appearances at that time 
each man riſqued his 10001. without 
much proſpect either of gain or loſs : 
Nay, even ſetting perſonal characters out 
of the queſtion, the reſpective ſums diſtri- 
butely ſubſcribed were not adequate to ſuſ- 
tain the imputation of rapacity and con- 
certed fraud, even if the moſt ſecret means 
had been at hand. In ſubſcriptions to pub- 
lic loans, where 20, 30, 50, or 100, oool. 
may be acquired by the unſcrupulous daſh 
of a pen—on ſuch a ſcale, a reviſion of 

ſecret and enormous frauds might excite 
ſome zeal of inquiry and retribution upon 
proof, But an invidious charge thrown 
out, not only without proof, but, upon the 
ſlighteſt reflection, contrary to poſſibility, 
cannot, in the caſe of ſuch accuſation, be 
thought to denote leſs, on the part of the 
accuſers, than ſome lurking and hidden 
ſelfiſh deſign, in throwing out vague and 
foreign charges, to avoid inquiries at home, 


It is very fit that inquiries ſhould be 
made into this caſe, to develope the mo- 
tives which have actuated the projectors in 
this attack upon the Dock Company : 
they have fixed upon the two old Corpo» 
| * rations 
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rations as their inſtruments, (the Corpora- 
tion of the Town and of the Trinity 
Houſe) without confidering that the charge 
of fraud practiſed upon Parliament, which 
has been alledged againſt the individual 
proprietors, recoils with tenfold force upon 
the Corporations, who have each of them 
ten ſhares in the Dock Company's ſtock. 
It is very ſtrange, that under theſe cir- 
cumſtances the two old Corporations ſhould 
become accuſers of the Dock Company. 
By having affixed their corporate ſeals to a 
petition to Parliament, for a bill to diſ- 
franchiſe the individuals of the Dock 
Company, upon charge of fraud, they 
have placed themfelves m one of theſe 
predicaments, either confeſſing their own 
guilt from knowledge and participation of 
the crime, or of alledging that charge 
againſt others, knowing it to be falſe. 


Theſe two Corporations muft know which 
way the fact was. The crime, if committed 
and proved, would juftify confiſcation and 
reſumption : but nothing can juſtify con- 
fiſcating the property of individuals, and 
rewarding the two Corporations, for one 
and the ſame common crime. Yet this is 
the whole plan of the bill. The righrs of 
the individuals are ſeized and ſuperſeded, 
by impoling upon them a ſet of new 
Commiſſioners independent of them, with 
wadependent 
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independent falaries and independent 
powers: the majority of theſe new Com- 
miſſioners are to be choſen either out of 
the two Corporations, or by them, who, 
if not criminal in point of fraud, ſtand 
certainly convicted of bearing falſe teſti- 
mony agaiuſt their neighbours, knowing it 
to be falſe. On the other hand, if the 
crime of fraud was committed, the two 
Corporations ſtand in the foremoſt rank 
of impoſtors, loaded with the greateſt 
ſhare of the benefits iniquitouſly and frau- 
dulently (as they ſay) obtained. In either 
caſe the Corporations ſtand ſelf condemned, 


This argument is not thus ſtated with 
any view to eſtabliſh any credibility of the 
fraud, becauſe the imputation is too abſurd 
to be credited; but the dilemma here ſtated 
ſtrikes at the root of the whole bill. Here 
is a crime charged, a Company to be confiſ- 
cated, and a forfeiture therefore to be veſted 
ſomewhere. The bill propoſes, that this 
forfeiture ſhould be veſted in the two old 
Corporations, and that theſe Corporations 
ſhould have power to ſell or mortgage all 
the lands and tenements belonging to them, 
from their moſt antient foundations, for 
the purpoſe of buying up the depreciated 
ſhares of the Dock Company, after the 
propoſed confiſcation. In ſhort, the whole 
and ſole object of the bill is, that the two 

D 2 old 


( 20 ) 


old Corporations ſhould ingroſs and ſwal- 
low up the Dock Company. Now comes 
the dilemma, from which there 1s no eva- 
fion. If the two old Corporations are the 
foremoſt in the imputed fraud, upon which 
ground alone confiſcation can be founded, 
the projectors of the bill muſt at leaſt look 
out for ſome leſs exceptionable Board of 
Commiſſioners, to receive the inveſtiture 
of the confiſcation, and then the whole 
ſcheme of the bill would be fruſtrated. 
The other part of the dilemma is, that if 
there has been no fraud or crime, there 
can be no forfeiture, and therefore no 
round for any bill at all : and the final 
Alen is, that the bill ſtands confuted 
| and condemned, upon its own fabrication, 


5 in all caſes whatſoever. 


The principle that no confiſcation or re- 
ſumption can take place, but for fraud, 
miſuſer, or ſome criminal charge, cannot 
be too ſtrictly enforced. If caprice of Par- 
liament can violate or vacate the ſpecific 
and ſolemn terms of any bargain con- 
tracted for, and performed under parli- 
amentary ſanction, the whole Britiſh Con- 
ſtitution is diſſolved: all the branches of 
the Legiſlature, together with all the rights 
of public and private property, and all per- 
ſonal rights, ceaſe and determine. The 
diffolution of public faith by caprice or 

arbitrary 


1 


arbitrary diſcretion admits of no degrees; 
and therefore the rights of the Dock Com- 

pany are perfectly — to them as long 
as the conſtitution of this country endures. 
It is not juſt to ſay, that in an arduous and 
uncertain undertaking their labours have 
been crowned with private ſucceſs, propor- 
tionate to the public good; therefore let 
the terms of the bargain be enhanced. It 
is not juſt to ſay that projectors are ma- 
rauding abroad in queſt ef rapine and 
plunder pro bono publico, as they are pleaſed 
to call it; therefore let Parliament give 
ſanction to their acts, and appropriate the 
ſpoils to the ſpoliators themſelves or their 
aſſigns. The ꝓmmon ſenſe and common 
intereſt of all mankind revolt at ſuch prin- 
ciples; they are too groſs to be placed in 
the front of an attack, even by the moſt 
unſcrupulous invaders of private property. 


The invaders of the rights of the Dock 
Company have felt the force of this truth, 
and therefore have not dared to produce 
ſuch principles in front; they felt the prime 
neceſfity of a criminal charge; and the 
firſt count in the indictment is, to charge 
the Company with fraud, as cozeners of 
Parliament and common cheats. Theſe 
projectors have had the dexterity to bind 
over the two Corporations to proſecute 
themſelves upon the ſame indictment; and 


* 
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if they had been found guilty, what would 
have been the event ? By the propoſed bill 
the Corporations were to have been veſted 
with the whole forfeiture as a reward to 
themſelves, and for the encouragement of 
ſimilar projects in future, This, at leaſt, 

15 the plan deviſed by the projeQors, with- 
out regard to the honour of the two Cor- 
porations. It is well known, however, 
that the Corporation of the Trinity Houſe 
renounced with indignation the very 
thought of ſelling all their antient and he- 
reditary poſſeſſions, committed for centu- 
ries paſt to their truſt, for all the public 
purpoſes of their corporate inſtitutions, 


Let the two Corporations and the town 
of Hull pauſe for one moment, to confider 
the total devaſtation planned by the pro- 
jeQtors of this deſtructive bill. The pro- 
jectors begin by exciting ſome diſcontents 
upon groundleſs pretences againſt the Dock 
Company. So far let them have their 
way; let them have their new Commiſ- 
ſioners; let them ſeize the tolls and the 
dues, the rights and properties of the pre- 
fent Dock pany ; let them have their 
full ſcope for their chimeras. They un- 
dertake to give ſecurity to the preſent Com- 
pany of a perpetual and certain fix per 
cent. upon their ſtock ; which ſecurity 
muſt of courſe be lauded, or otherwiſe 

guarantied 
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guarantied ſecurity, and not merely the 
reſult of their own chimerical projects. 

Upon theſe terms let it all go, If theſe 
projectors ſhould diſſipate even to the laſt 
ſhilling of the Company's property, and 
leave all their preſent and projected works 
1n one heap of confuſion and ruin, there 
would however be this limit to the evil, 
that the navigation of the town of Hull 
would only be reduced to its antient con- 
dition antecedent to the year 1774. But 
the two Corporations, at leaſt, would re- 
main untouched and unimpaired, and in 
full poſſeſſion of all their antient proper- 
ties for the ſupport of their honourable 
| hereditary truſts. 


But obſerve the projected bill. Theſe 
projectors are too ſagacious to riſque their 
own property upon their own viſions. 
The funds, which they have marked out 
for themſelves to ſport with, are to ariſe 
from the corporate property and truſts of 
the two Corporations, They have thrown 
out in their parliamentary libel, called, 
« A Bill, &c.“ (which they have ſo far 
actually impoſed upon Parliament as to 
procure a ſanction for printing) very broad 
and ſignificant hints as to the preſumptive 
character and conduct of many gentle- 
men, hitherto much reſpected in the town 
of Hull. One of the Corporations _ 

iſts 


Us. 


fiſts of thirteen, the other of eighteen 
members. Does not the conſtruction, as 
far as the libel itſelf goes, imply, that theſe 
thirty-one gentlemen, to whom this clauſe, 
being the moſt flagrant breach of truſt, 1s 
offered for adoption, have privately given 
fome token of their readineſs to conſpire 
in the treacherous ſurrender and ſubverſion 
of all their corporate truſts? Let theſe 
thirty-one rn peruſe the bill in 
this point of view, and judge whether this 
be any exaggerated repreſentation, or whe- 
ther 1t be not the only plain and inevitable 
folution of the whole projet. Let them 
fee into what treacherous hands they are 
fallen, and, to deter future examples, let 
them' reſent the inſult which the Trinity 
Houſe have with indignation repelled. Let 
the whole town of Hull, and every indi- 
vidual in it, ſee and acknowledge that it is 
to the deciſive rejection of this bill, and of 
every principle therein contained, that they 
are indebted for the ſecurity of their two 
Corporations, which are the great organs 
of their public exiſtence and importance; 
for the ſecurity of their port; of the river 
Humber ; of the navigation of the whole 
county of York ; and for the ſafety of the 
whole northern coaſt of England. 


This is the unſcrupulous plan of the 
bill and of theſe projectors, under the falſe 
| : pretence 


pretence of public good. The proof con- 
fiſts in the words of the bill itſelf, drawn 
up by the projectors, and at their requeſt, 
printed under the ſanction of the Houle of 
Commons. The queſtion is now reduced 
to the ſafety or perdition of the town 
of Hull, inaſmuch as their two Corpora- 
tions are concerned. If the Dock Com- 
pany have incurred confiſcation on the 
ſcore of fraud, be it ſo. If additional 
Docks and Quays are become neceſſary, 
let the works be planned and executed 
upon cool reaſons of diſcretion and juſtice. 
But no caſe that can be deſcribed or con- 
ceived will juſtify the rapacious, unjuſt, 
and libellous proviſions of the propoſed 
bill, by thoſe means of treachery and 
breach of truſt, which are required by the 
bill from the two Corporations. It is no 
longer a caſe of an Hull Dock, or Baſon, 
or Quay, or Shipping, or Navigation. 
Whatever may reſult upon ſuch conſidera- 
tions, this project, theſe projectors, and 

this bill, will ſtand ſelf- convicted and con- 
demned for ever. 


For the eternal atteſtation of this truth, 
it ſhould be univerſally made known that 
it is the principle of the bill which has been 
rejected and reprobated by Parliament. It 
was rejected at the ſecond 'reading, which 
is always the point of conteſt for the prin- 

1 _ ciple 
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ciple of every bill; it has therefore re- 
ceived parliamentary fentence of condem- 
nation ; it now remains a recorded memo- 
rial of a propoſed bill, for the arbitrary 
confiſcation of the rights and property of 
the Dock Company, for the annihilation 
of the Corporations at Kingſton-upon- 
Hull, and for the moſt notorious violation 
of the public faith of Parliament. 


Having endeavoured to defend the rights 
of the Dock Company, and to expoſe in 
their true colours the rapine, miſrepreſen- 
tations, and deſtructive projects of their in- 
vaders, I will ſtate in a few words the ori- 
ginal queſtion reſpecting the propoſed ex- 
tenſion of the Dock works. It is a queſ- 
tion of great public importance, and one 
in which the public have a right to inſti- 
tute a calm and impartial inquiry, and to 
receive a ſatisfactory deciſion founded upon 
reafon- and inveſtigation. There are no 
perſons whatſoever who are ſo much in- 

tereſted in a juſt arbitration of this queſ- 
tion as the proprietors of the Dock Com- 
pany themſelves. They have been moſt 
injuriouſly repreſented as rapacious and 
fraudulent capitaliſts, extorting enormous 
profits, and having private intereſts in- 
compatible with the public goed. I will 
ſtate the facts: — The ſtock of the Dock 
Company conſiſts of 120 ſhares of 500 l. 
cach, 
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each, viz. 60,000. in all. This ſum is di- 
vided amongſt ſixty or ſeventy individual 
proprietors, excluſive of the two Corpora- 
tions, who poſſeſs ten ſhares each; conſe- 
ſequently the individual proprietors are not 
great capitaliſts. They never have divided 
ſix per cent. upon their reſpective ſhares. 
In February laſt they divided 41. 3s. 2d. 
per cent. upon each ſhare. Here is no mo- 
nopoly or extortionous intereſt, uor any ap- 
proach to either; conſequently the charge 
of rapacious engroſſiug capitaliſts 1s totally 
unfounded. The reverſe is the caſe. 


A number of minute and divided pro- 
prietors of 10001. each, more or leſs, 
ſtruggling for an increaſed dividend of a 
few ſhillings (even if they could be actu- 
ated by ſuch meanneſs of ſpirit) are very 
inadequate to a combination for ſubverting 
the united intereſts of the port and town 
of Hull, the counties of Vork, Lincoln, 
Nottingham, and Derby, whoſe commerce 
paſſes by the port of Hull, together with 
the intereſts of the whole navigation of 
the northern coaſt of England. Such ex- 
aggerated repreſentations deſtroy the cre- 
dibility of the accuſation, as the ground- 
work of any offenfive attack upon the 
Dock Company. | 
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But excluſive of this conſideration, an 
inquiry into the actual management of the 
Dock will offer to the public, the moſt 
complete and deciſive pledge for their ſa- 
tis faction and ſecurity that can be ſhewn in 
any public concern throughout the king- 
dom. A great majority of the acting ma- 
nagers and proprietors of the Dock Com- 
pany are gentlemen who have perſonal 
intereſts in the public uſe of the Dock for 
ſhipping and navigation, infinitely ſuperior 
to any poſſible contention for a trivial divi- 
dend of a few ſhillings, more or leſs, upon 
a ſmall proportion of the common ſtock. 
What is a paltry additional dividend of 
twenty or thirty ſhillings per cent. upon 
1000]. compared to thouſands circulating 
in ſhipping and merchandize ? An indi- 
gent and uncommercial family might be 
tempted, by an additional pittance of 
ten or twenty pounds a year, to neglect 
the fundamental concerns of the Com- 
pany and of the Public. But the prin- 
cipal proprietors, together with the great 
merchants of the town, who haye a pub- 
lic intereſt dependent upon the Dock, 
are watchful to prevent ſuch private — 
lictions or contraventions of the public 
truſt. By retaining their private ſhares, 
individuals of the latter deſcription become 
entitled to ſuperintend the concerns of the 
Company, for the public good, in which 

their 
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their own conſiſts. If any queſtion ſhould 
ariſe between the public ſervice of the 
Dock and the private dividend, the great 
and compulſory intereſt of the chief mer- 
chants of the town, and of the principal 
proprietors, would undoubtedly incline to 
the public, and not to the private fide of 
the queſtion. 


There never was a public cauſe ſo vigi- 
lantly ſecured, not only by the proprietors 
themſelves, but even _ ſecond and third 
line of reſerve, of merchants of the town, 
acting in a community of commercial in- 
tereſt, and keeping a jealous watch over 
the conduct of the Dock Company for the 


public good. | 


The preponderance of public over pri- 
yate intereſt is ſo ſtrong in the mercantile 
managers and proprietors, that no premium 
which could be offered as a bribe could 
ſubyert the balance. The unſcrupulous 
invaders of the rights of the Company 
have not failed to try this experiment to its 
full extent. They have offered to. the 
Company, if they wall ſurrender at diſere- 
tion, a certain and perpetual dividend of 
61. per cent. per annum, upon their ſtock. 
Such a propoſition, though fallacious, 
might perhaps be deemed beneficial to the 
Company, provided the ſecurity of * 

| offer 
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offer. were certain and guarantied. Yet the 
Dock Company have repelled this offer 
with diſdain, fince no temptation, even of 
a ſuppoſed permanent dividend, greater 
than that which they have commonly 
hitherto received, could induce them to 
abandon, to chimerical projectors, the 
greater truſts and uſes which are com- 
mitted to their charge for the benefit of 
commerce and the public intereſt. 


If any other proof could be wanting of 
the diſcretion and concurrent zeal of the 
Dock Company for the public ſervice, their 
accuſing adverſaries have afforded them the 
means of diſplaying the fulleſt juſtification 
of their whole caſe. Theſe accuſers con- 
tend, that, beſides their annual dividends 
the Company poſſeſs other valuable and 
faleable articles, to the amount of 30, oool,. 
Let this be granted; then why do not they 
ſell the whole of that property, and divide 
the money ariſing from the ſale? It would 
amount to a very conſiderable ſum upon 
each thare. Yet theſe are the perſons ac- 
cuſed of ſacrificing the public intereſt tq 
extortionous dividends, | 


I ff there were no prudential reaſons for 

their moderation, the public would have 
no juſt reaſon to object to their ſelling and 
dividing their own property. The law is 


on 
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on their ſide; they might ſell and ſeal, 
and divide the whole amongſt themſelves 
in a ſingle day, and leave the wreck of the 
Dock Company to the public and to pro- 
jectors. The reaſons of this ſelf-denial are 
as aſſigned above, that it is not the total 
value, or double the value, of their private 
ſhares, which can prevail upou them to 
betray their greater intereſt—as merchants, 
which 1s the common cauſe of the public 
and themſelves. * 


The Dock Company know the great 
riſques and heavy repairs to which they 
muſt be liable. At the commencement of 
the undertaking they were informed by 
a ſurveyor appointed by the Board of Cul 
toms, that it was a looſe filting ſoil of no man- 
ner of tenacity. It proved to be of that na- 
ture in the proſecution of their works, and 
gavenotice that thoſe works would hereafter 
require conſtant and heavy repairs — the 
works are not yet ten years old, and ſome 
very heavy repairs. have already been 1n- 
curred. The Company have too much 
reaſon to foreſee ſtill greater dilapidations, 
and fuch as might perhaps . e the 
whole uſe of the Dock, if they were not 
ſufficiently provided with money and 
means to meet the firſt ſhock, _ 
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Do ſuch meaſures of vigilance and diſin- 
tereſted prudence deſerve thoſe returns of 
calumny and reproach which have been 
thrown out againſt the Company and their 
managers? They have given the fulleſt 
proof of their prudent preparations for the 
ſupport and ſafety of the preſent works; 
if they have any ſuperfluous money, they 
ought to divide it amongſt the proprietors. 

It would be great injuſtice in the mana- 
gers to counteract the proprietors in ſuch 
diviſion of their own property, if con- 
fiſtent with prudence and public intereſt. 


This ſtatement of the prudence and 
public ſpirit of the Dock Company and 
their managers is not in the leaſt degree 
exaggerated in their favour ; the deduction 
from the argument is demonſtrative, and 
the notorious facts alluded to bind the con- 
cluſion finally and jrrefragably. I have 
ſtated theſe matters in a methodical detail 
of proof, to ſhew that the Public and the 
Dock Company cannot be on two different 
fides in the diſcuſſion of any queſtion re- 
ſpecting the enlargement, improvement, 
or any other modification of their works. 
The only wiſhes of the Dock Company 
are, that the preſent works, which are 
under their truſt, ſhall not be put to the 
riſque of deficient funds by the farther 
addition of unneceſſary works upon the 
original 


— 
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original funds. The preſent Tolls and 
Dock dues are granted upon the faith of 


Parliament to the Dock Company for the 


purpoſe of ſupporting the preſent works, 
and for the Company, as the conditions of 
the original undertaking, to divide the ſur- 
plus upon the joint ſtock of the adven- 
ture: it is their private property, and if 
any part of that property ſhould be defal - 
cated by ulterior conditions impoſed by 
Parliament, they would be intitled to in- 


demnification. 


It is a principle unheard of in any nas 


tion of the world, that any legiſlature 


ſhould convert private property to public 


uſe without indemnification. The Com- 


pany undertook a hazardous adventure, by 


contract with Parliament, upon ſpecific 


conditions; and by which conditions it 
was the view of all parties that the Com- 
pany ſhould be gainers, for the encourage- 
ment of future induſtry and public works. 
Whatever they may have gained by the 
bargain is therefore their own veſted pro- 
perty : if they had been loſers, Parhament 
would not have been bound to have re- 
paired their loſſes; therefore Parliament 


cannot have any right in the preſent caſe 


to reſume, or to vary the terms of the bar- 
gain, without indemnification accepted and 
conſented to by the Company. The terms 


3 
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of the act of incorporation are the moſt 
explicit that words can deſcribe; after the 
conditions required by the act have been 
complied with, The rates and duties are 
« veſted in the Dock Company as their 
* own proper monies, and to and for their 
** own proper uſe and behalf, and each 


«44 ſubſcriber to a ſhare of the ſtock of the 


«© Company ſhall be entitled to and re- 
« ceive, after the ſaid works ſhall be com- 
leted, the entire and neat diſtribution 

« b one proportionable part, according to 


the ſum ſo ſubſcribed, of the profits and 
5 n advantages that ſhall and may ariſe and 


« accrue by virtue of the act,“ &c. 


Beſides, the adventure itſelf is not yet 
completed to any ſufficiently deciſive ex- 
periment. Are the firſt ten years of new 
works to decide the meaſure of all un- 
foreſeen and poſſible caſualties, from ex- 


ceſſive rains, inundations of rivers, ſtorms, 
»adroſts,, the rupture of water works in a 


filting foil, of no manner of tenacity ? &c. 
Would a war with Ruſſia have no effect 
upon the profit and loſs of the Company? 


If war with Ruſſia has not happened 


within the firſt ten years, yet an armed 
neutrality lias already proceeded from 
Ruſſia, which cannot be conſidered as a 
token of amity towards this country. 
Without actual war, _ not Ruſſia enter 

into 
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into treaties of commerce adverſe to the 

intereſt of this country, and therefore 
principally affecting the port of Hull? 
May not adverſe regulations of commerce 
be eſtabliſhed in Ruſſia ? In the fluctating 
Chances of commercial concerns, may not 
the Baltic trade and the trade of naval 
ſtores fall into ſome other channel? Are 
any, or all, of theſe chances #/o fatto 
impoſſible ? or rather, do they not form 
an indiſpenſable appeal to the public juſ- 


tice ? 


But in reſpect to all theſe conſiderations 
the Dock Company repoſe themſelves 
completely and unconditionally upon the 
juſtice of Parliament. They have reaſon for 
that reliance from the protection which 
they have already received againſt the in- 
vaſion of their rights and properties, in 
the total rejeQion of the violent, arbi- 
trary, and faithleſs principles, upon which 
that attack was made. In this ſtate of 
impregnable ſecurity, as to their own juſt 
rights and properties, they are ready, with 
equal and unembarraſſed candour, to enter 
into any diſcuſſion with the public re- 
ſpecting the ſuppoſed neceſſity of enlarg- 
ing or extending the public works of the 
Docks or Baſon at Hull. 


. „ Mp 
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No EXTENSION of the preſent works 
ſeems to them to be neceflary — they give 
the following cogent reafous : — That in 
the Dock Act of 1774 the new works 
were only intended as ſupplemental to the 
Old Harbour. It was a ſtipulation in that 
at, that the right of ſufferance Quay 
ſhould be reſerved for the public uſe ot the 
revenue of trade in the Old Harbour: and 
therefore that the crouding of ſhips into 


the New Dock whilſt the Old Harbour 


remains empty, is an impoſition and bur- 
den upon the New Dock, contrary to the 
ſpirit and to the letter of the Dock Act 
— that this crouding of ſhips into the New 
Dock for an indefinite time of continu- 
ance, prevents the Company from cleanſ- 
ing and ſcouring the Baſon, and from per- 
forming works of neceſſity and conveni- 
ence — that an ill conſequence of the 
greateſt magnitude will reſult to the pub- 
lic by the Old Harbour being ſuffered to 
remain conſtantly: empty of ſhips, which 
is, that it will warp up with mud, and 
choak up the acceſs of ſhips to the New 
Dock —that ſurveyors appointed by the 
Board of Cuſtoms have reported, upon ac- 
tual ſurvey of the Old Harbour, that 
« this alarming evil has already taken 
place, for the want of ſhips being moored 
„therein, which, by grounding at every 
* tide, ſtir up and looſen the ſoil, which 
| 66 18 


&« js carried into the Humber by the ebb 
e tide” and that it is a very eſſential 
object to the revenue to have a ſufficient 
„ depth of water that veſſels may always 
% have free acceſs to the legal and ſuf- 
t ferance Quays.” The ſame ſurveyors 
likewiſe report, „that the Old Harbour, 
„together with the New Dock, are am- 
„ ply ſufficient for the trade of the Port, 
% provided the Dock and Haven maſter 
will moor the ſhips in a regular manner 
in each place; but that if it is neg- 
„ lefted, the Dock, legal Quay, and Har- 
bour, will be in danger 0 being loſt to 
the trade of the port and to His Ma- 
++ jeſty's revenue,” 


* 


= 
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Upon this view of the ** the Doc 


Company repreſent to the public, that one 
fimple remedy will redreſs both the recited 
rievances, which are the crouding the 
Dock, and the warping up of the Old 
Harbour. This remedy 1s that which 1s 
recommended by the ſurveyors from the 
Board of Cuſtoms, viz. to give ſufficient 
and effectual powers to the Dock Com- 
pany, through the means of the Trinity 
Houſe, for compelling the Haven maſter to 
moor the ſhips in a regular manner, both 

in the New Dock and in the Old Harbour. 


The 


41 
The Dock Company likewiſe repreſent, 


that the complaints, which have been made 
in reſpect to the preſent Dock being in- 
adequate to the accommodation of ſhip- 
ping, have ariſen ſolely from the Haven 
maſter having refuſed to co-operate with 
the Dock Company in mooring ſhips re- 
gularly, both in the Old Harbour and the 
New Dock. Upon the whole, they repre- 
ſent, that any extenſion of the preſent 
works is clearly unneceflary, and that any 
\ extenſion of the preſent works, being thus 
proved to be unneceſſary, would be a heavy 
burden to the public, and! injurious to the 
Dock Company. 


Beſides theſe conſiderations, which prove 
the abſolute neceſſity of preventing the Old 
Harbour from warping up with mud, there 
are other great and important intereſts at 
ſtake on this head, which the public faith 
and honour are deeply pledged to ſecure 
and to protect I mean the intereſts of the 
landholders in the low lands of Holderneſs. 
At the time of paſſing the Dock Act in 
1774, the very firſt ſtipulations in the act 
are to prevent any obſtructions from ariſing 
in the Old Harbour to the free paſſage of 
the waters from the Holderneſs drainage: 
even the number of piles which are allowed 
to ſtand perpendicularly in the tide-way for 
the ſupport of ſufferance Quays are therein 

| regulated, 
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regulated, with other proviſions for cleanſ- 
ing the bed of the river. There are in the 
act proviſions for the mooring ſhips in the 
Old Harbour; but they are not compul- 
ſory, they are regulations reſpeQting , the 
mode of mooring ſhips. They fully prove, 
however, that Parliament and the Land- 
holders of Holderneſs acted upon un- 
doubted preſumption, that the Ne wDock 
was only ſupplemental to the Old Har- 
bour, and that ſhips were ſtill to be moored 
in the Harbour. 


If this conſequence of not mooring 
fhips in the Old Harbour could have 
been preſumed or foreſe:n, the truſtees 
of the Holderneſs drainage would have 
been inflexible in their oppoſition to the 
Dock Act, and Parliament, who took 
for their fundamental principle the ſecu- 
rity of that drainage, could by no means 
have conſented to the at. The intention 
of all parties was, that the bed of the 
river ſhould be kept clean for the free cur- 
rent from- the Holderneſs drainage; there- 
fore the proprietors of Holderneſs have a 
right to claim, and Parliament to com- 
mand any neceſſary explanation or amend- 
ment of the act for the ſecurity of the pro- 
prietors in Holderneſs. Neither the Dock 
Company nor the town of Hull are in the 
leaſt degree adverſe to the intereſts of the 

proprietors 
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proprietors in Holderneſs; but the deſires 
of all are united for the improvement of 
the river Hull, which is a common cauſe 
to them all. The propoſition made by the 
Dock Company for mooring ſhips in the 
Old Harbour will operate preciſely and ſuf- 
ficiently to the ſame effect as any farther 
expenſive and needleſs extenſion of their 
works, and at the ſame time it will co-ope- 
rate with the intereſts and. ſecurity of the 
landlords of Holderneſs. The public 
are thus furniſhed with full and ſatisfac- 
tory replies to all the objections which have 
been ſtated, and with the moſt effeQtual 
remedies to all the evils which hive been 
complained of. 


The public have now the whole queſ- 
tion -before them. The original founda- 
tions of the whole charge conſiſt in falſe 
accuſations” againſt the Dock Company; 
they are ſaid to have deceived Parlia- 
ment, which is not only unproved, but 
is impoſſible in itſelf, as has been ſtated 
above. The next invidious and falla- 
cious inſinuation is, that the Dock Com- 
pany have made enormous and unjuſtifi- 
able profits by their undertaking. What 
have theſe profits been? Have they been 
as large as the dividends of the adventurers 
in the navigation of the river Aire, viz. 
fifty or ſixty, or ſeventy per cent.? If they 
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had been fo, ſtill a breach of public faith, 

by confiſcation or reſumption, would not 
have been juſtifiable. . But the profit of 
the Dock Company has been the moſt mo- 
derate and ſcrupulous, for which any adyeu- 
ture of riſque could poſſibly he . 
The original ſubſeri GY who took the firſt 
riſque have never yet made nine per cent, 
of their ariginal adventures, which is un- 
doubtedly below the par of expectation, 
upon which mercantile adventures or du- 
bious projects, ſuch as navigations o 

docks, can in prudence be undertaken. 1 

mountains are to be perforated, or water 
fences are to be made and ſecured, in 

mg ſoils of no manner of tenacity, the pu lic 
myſt hold out mare liberal encouragements 
than envy, rapacity, reſumption, breach 
of faith, and falſe accuſations. So much 
far the foundations of this unjuſt attack 
open the R . upon groundleſs 

charges diſptoved 


If any charge of FOI LM could 
have been alledged againſt the Company 
by their unſcrupulous adverſaries, dou bulets 
it would not have been den: the 
omiſſion therefore of any ſuch char e L 
them the fulleſt title to the Protey 


the ad a unfounded accu . 
Ty Na 
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Now for the principles of the propoſed 
bill of pains and penalties _- a Com- 
pany not even charged with miſmanage- 
ment. Theſe are are all founded on arbi- 
trary and capricious affertions that Parh- 
ament may, without any regard to public 
faith or ſpecific contract, reſume, or en- 
hance, or abridge, or alter the terms and 
conditions of any a& of Parhament what- 
ſoever, upon the faith of which any pub- 
lic works may have been undertaken: in 
ſhort, that from the legiflature towards the 
ſubject — No faith is binding — A princi- 
ple worthy of ſuch projectors and of ſuch 
a cauſe. | r 


The next principle adopted by the pro- 

oſed bill would be, by its example, ſubver- 
bre of all the corporate inſtitutions in 
the kingdom. Permanent and unalienable 
property 4s the only ſolid baſis for the ſe- 
curity or all ſuch inſtitutions, and ſo ad- 
Judged, from all antiquity of royal or pub- 
lic foundations. Here is a bill then, whoſe 
principles and precedent conſpire to ſcatter 
them all like chaff before the wind; and 
to abſorb their properties in the bottomleſs 


abyſs of South-ſea adventures — any ord:- 
nance, flatute, law, charter, grant, or other 
matter or thing to the contrary thereof, in any 
wiſe notwithſtanding. —Let this clauſe of 
the bill, at leaſt, be inſcribed upon a public 

= 5 pillar 
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pillar in the town of Hull, to perpetuate 


the abhorrence of ſuch principles and of 
ſuch attempts. | 


On the part cf the defendants, the Dock 
Company of Hull— They ſtate, not arro- 

tly to their country, but on the con- 
— plea of truth, and confidence in 
public faith; — that, as their conduct in a 
public truſt has hitherto been without re- 
proach, ſo they hope that their rights, 
property, and honour, will be protected 
and ſecured to them ſacred and inviolate. 


THE END, . 


< 


6 9 22 © > ren Wn Les 


1 un 3 19 


ee — NT 

ien lll 0 % N21 
E von! 109 b et; 
"S i thi Saba 1 tj 2K , 


- b>B9701q % 2000 


8 1 


. 11 vgs 


_— ente 1 e 
1 281.44 vor = Sp 


. — ”Y 


i 
1 


L 


$ 151 ©? W 
1 19 6%; N ma, 


1. £ 

k | 13: . N 
* 1 . 45 N.. 4 ? 

4. BE Idee: 


nat I, T9 


989 > 


3 "EI $3 WS wwe is 


YE 7 


